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Statistical Analysis of the Managing for Organisational Performance Survey  
 
Abstract 
 
The Institute‟s Managing for Performance Project considered how the performance information system in the New 
Zealand state sector could be better aligned with the needs of key users and achieve a greater focus on outcomes. 
Underpinning this question was a perception that the information produced by the current formal performance 
information system was little valued by key stakeholders – parliamentarians, ministers, the public and, indeed, many 
state servants. To address such issues, the Institute of Policy Studies undertook a project that included a major 
survey of state sector managers augmented by seven detailed case studies of the performance management system. 
The findings from the research were published in a recent book The Iron Cage Recreated.1 This working paper 
provides more detail on the statistical analysis undertaken of the survey results which were covered in Chapter 15 of 
The Iron Cage Recreated. It is accompanied on the Institute‟s website by a database of the survey results for use by 
future researchers. 
Introduction 
The Managing for Performance Project considered how the performance information system in the New Zealand 
state sector could be better aligned with the needs of key users and achieve a greater focus on outcomes. 
Underpinning this question was a perception that the information produced by the current formal performance 
information system was little valued by key stakeholders – parliamentarians, ministers, the public and, indeed, many 
state servants. To address such issues, the Institute of Policy Studies undertook a project that included a major 
survey of state sector managers augmented by seven detailed case studies of the performance management system.  
This working paper provides more detail on the statistical analysis undertaken of the survey results which were 
covered in Chapter 15 of The Iron Cage Recreated. The paper is in five parts: 
1. Background 
2. Key propositions   
3. Survey design  
4. Analysis of the results  
5. Conclusions   
Appendix I sets out more detail on the use of ordinal regression in the analysis.  Appendix II includes the numerical 
data and histograms question by question. 
The authors would welcome any insights, questions and comments that you might have about the interpretation of 
the results presented in this paper and any suggestions that you might make about further analysis. Our email 
addresses are below and we would be happy to hear from you. 
derek.gill@vuw.ac.nz   
roblaking@gmail.com 
Institute for Governance and Policy Studies,  
School of Government, Victoria University of Wellington 
                                                        
1  Gill, D., editor (2011) The Iron Cage Recreated: The Performance Management of State Organisations in New 
Zealand. The Institute of Policy Studies, Wellington. 
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Background 
The purpose of this paper is to set out in full the results from a survey of the use of organisational performance 
information by a sample of New Zealand government managers. The survey was undertaken as part of the Managing 
for Performance (M4P) project and was administered in February 2009. 
The M4P project was commissioned by public service chief executives as part of the Emerging Issues Programme2 
with the Institute of Policy Studies at Victoria University of Wellington.3 The project had four phases: scoping and 
literature review, qualitative case studies, quantitative research using a survey, and a normative policy phase on the 
directions for policy reform. The results of the survey were first reported in chapter 15 of The Iron Cage Recreated. 
This paper fulfils a commitment made in that chapter to provide a full report of the statistical analysis of those 
results.4 
The M4P project filled the lacunae in the research about what information decision-makers (whether front-line 
managers or head office analysts) rely on for assessing performance and taking action in the New Zealand state 
sector. It identified the information public managers actually use and explored how this relates to the formal system. 
Better understanding of the real system in use enabled exploration of whether the present formal system can be 
enhanced to get closer to a requisite system of the real information needs of key information users.  
The key questions for the research phase of the project were: 
 How do state sector managers actually assess performance and how do they decide what to do? 
 What use, if any, is made of the current formal performance information they receive?  
 Do managers use one set of data to monitor compliance with external reporting requirements and another 
set to actively manage aspects of organisational performance? 
                                                        
2  The Emerging Issues Programme was a collaborative exercise between public service chief executives and 
Victoria University of Wellington, through the Institute of Policy Studies and the School of Government which ran 
from 2006 – 2011. The programme aimed to generate policy-relevant research and analysis on important medium-
to-long-term issues of concern to the public sector. 
3 Now the Institute for Governance and Policy Studies. 
4 This paper is also accompanied by a dataset of the full results of the survey, anonymised to protect the 
organisational sources, as agreed with the respondent organisations at the time of the survey. The authors hold the 
copyright for this database but it is freely available for further analysis provided that the Working Paper and 
database are credited. This dataset is available as an Excel workbook, with explanations of coding, at 
http://igps.victoria.ac.nz/documents/M4PSurveyDatabaseAugmentedPublic.xlsx 
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Key Propositions 
The literature review discussed in Chapter 2 and the qualitative case study research discussed in Part 3 of The Iron 
Cage Recreated identified a number of interesting propositions that merited further analysis in a survey. In brief: 
The aim of the survey was to explain the types and sources of management information used by state sector 
managers. In the broadest terms, we were looking to find out how much the view that individual managers 
took of performance was shaped by the formal, structured model of performance inherent in the rules, 
systems and processes of their organisation, and by the requirements imposed on the organisation by its 
external accountability.5  
Our basic hypothesis was indeed that managers would not rely completely on formal, structured information, nor 
would their information use be determined entirely by the external reporting requirements of the organisation; they 
would also, to varying degrees, make use of information which was local or unstructured, or both. Behind this 
assumption were a number of key propositions: 
 Senior management in organisations will attempt to impose a “view” of performance on their organisation 
to meet their own requirements for managing the organisation; including meeting the organisation‟s formal 
external accountability for performance 
 Nevertheless, in all organisations, senior managers delegate decision-making to some extent either de jure 
or de facto, so a study of information systems should not assume that the organisation‟s information needs 
will be simply defined at the apex of a hierarchy; 
 Because managers and workers at all levels use information to make local decisions, the “official” 
information model is unlikely to meet all their requirements; they will often use information that never 
reaches their superiors 
 Information requirements for managing performance will therefore vary depending on the different roles 
that people play in governance or management and it is highly unlikely that any large organisation will 
have a single, integrated information system 
 Given these limitations, it is clearly important that all the different actors in this system can have a common 
understanding of the requirements of performance and as far as possible share this understanding through 
information exchange. 
In the cases where managers and other workers are using informal and unstructured information to inform a local 
view of performance, we say that this information is decoupled from the view provided through the information 
model of the organisation. We explore this proposition of decoupling and the factors that might drive it in general 
terms in the survey.  
We also took account of an issue that is specific to the New Zealand public management system. This is the view 
that there is a single concept of both internal and external “performance”, based on the requirements in the Public 
Finance Act for central government organisations to report non-financial results in terms of outputs and outcomes. 
By the early 2000s, however, there was a good deal of scepticism in general about the value of external performance 
                                                        
5 Gill et al, The Iron Cage Recreated (2011, p 375). 
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reporting in terms of this model, and of how much it actually informed internal performance management. A 2008 
report by the Controller and Auditor-General (Controller and Auditor-General (New Zealand) (2008)) had been 
heavily critical of the quality of performance reporting by central government departments and agencies. In addition, 
although government organisations are still required to link their results to outcomes in both planning and reporting, 
beyond the rhetoric the idea of “managing for outcomes” seemed to have lost impetus. Ministers also seemed to pay 
little attention to the formal performance reports they received. In short, the whole New Zealand model of external 
accountability for “non-financial” results seemed to be in a downward spiral. Therefore we particularly wanted the 
survey to inform us on the extent to which the “official” external accountability model was in fact driving managers‟ 
use of information. 
These considerations and our general hypothesis about distributed sources and uses of information in an 
organisation led us to a questionnaire design which is set out in the next section below.
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Survey Design 
The survey design was based on the literature review and the initial findings from the qualitative research. We were, 
however, unable to find a comparable survey from another jurisdiction that looked at the central research questions 
for the project―how managers actually assess performance and decide what to do and what, if any, use is made of 
the current formal performance information they receive.6 
The high-level report on the survey attached as Appendix II gives a full description of all survey questions. Figure A 
below shows the structure of the survey diagrammatically. There were three types of independent variables:  
1. Three organisation parameters which were exogenous to the survey: legal form (Crown Entity or 
department7), size (number of employees as at 30 June 2007) and type (policy vs. delivery vs. mixed8);  
2. Four respondent parameters identifying the respondent by management level or tier (Q1), location (Q2) 
(e.g. head office, regional office, local office or other), number of reporting staff or span (Q3) and principal 
tasks of the respondent‟s work unit (Q4); 
3. Six environment factors: the respondent‟s perceptions of internal climate (Q6), work motivators (Q7), how 
the organisation defined and valued performance (Q9), perceived quality of information about performance 
(Q10), management‟s goals for the organisation (Q11) and the external climate for the organisation‟s 
operations (Q12). 
Figure A: The Survey Structure 
 
Source: The Iron Cage Recreated, Figure 15.1, p.377 
                                                        
6 See Taylor, J. (2009) for a relatively similar study on the use for performance information in Western Australia.   
7 In New Zealand a public service department is an organisation listed under the State Sector Act whose Chief 
Executive is appointed by the State Services Commissioner but is directly accountable to a Minister. By contrast a 
Crown Entity is an arms-length public body which is only indirectly controlled by the Minister. A more detailed 
description is provided in D. Gill (Ed) The Iron Cage Recreated (2011, p 75-77). 
8 Based on a classification developed by the State Services Commission. 
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In addition there were three dependent variables: how intensively the respondent‟s work unit relied on information 
for each of a number of different purposes (Q14) and specifically how much it relied on information supplied by the 
organisation (Q15) or numeric information (Q17) for each of these purposes.  
Each survey return was identified by an organisation code, which linked to values for the organisation parameters. 
For all the other questions above, respondents were asked to select one response from a set of possible answers. Q1, 
Q2 and Q3 sought categorical responses (e.g. management level = tier 1 to 5). The remaining questions asked 
respondents to indicate a strength of response on a Likert scale. For all these questions from Q4 onwards, the 
response set also included an „opt out‟ response such as „don‟t know‟, „no opinion‟ or „not applicable‟. Engagement 
with the survey was high and use of the opt-out was minimal across the questions.  
The survey form also included a number of open-ended questions where respondents could type in their comments. 
The responses to these questions were analysed together with the qualitative data from the case studies and the 
results are not discussed here. They have not been made available in the database supplied in order to protect 
confidentiality. 
Three rounds of cognitive testing were used to trial successive iterations of the survey questionnaire. This provided 
information to the project team on how respondents were answering the questions so as to ensure that the questions 
matched the original design and that the language used in the questionnaire was commonly understood by all the 
respondents. It also provided information on how to “sell” the survey to respondents, i.e., what would encourage 
them to take part in the survey? The penultimate questionnaire was then piloted with one person from each public 
organisation. The survey was conducted on-line and administered by BUZZ Channel, an independent survey 
company. 
The target population for the survey was managers (from Tiers 1 to 5, depending on the organisation) of public 
service departments and crown entity agents. In total this represented over 80 individual organisations which 
necessitated sampling the organisations. In order to achieve a reliable survey the project needed to obtain the 
maximum response rate. This required buy-in from public organisation chief executives, which in turn required 
minimising the compliance costs faced by respondents. The industry standard for surveys of this kind with voluntary 
participation is a response rate of 30% – 40%.  
Initially the more than 80 organisations then in the state sector were grouped by legal organisational type (public 
service departments, Crown entity agents), function of organisation (predominantly policy, operational/delivery or 
both) and by size (very small: below 100 employees; medium: 100-1000 employees and large: above 1000 
employees). 
In determining the number of agencies to select from each group, the following factors were considered: 
 Up to 20 organisations would be selected to achieve required coverage 
 Larger agencies required a higher chance of selection  
 Enough agencies were needed to be randomly selected from each agency type  
 The level of similarity within the types of agencies needed to be accounted for  
 Organisations involved in the case studies would be excluded.  
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The first stage involved classifying organisations by type, size, and function to create a six-way classification. 
Organisations were then randomly selected from each segment by ballot. All organisations approached agreed to be 
surveyed but for administrative reasons two organisations (one department and one Crown entity) pulled out after 
the sample had been selected. This resulted in a small number of large public service departments which together 
constitute 68% of the total public service employment on a headcount basis, 12 smaller public service departments 
and 5 crown entity agents. The departments included a mixture of policy ministries, departments more focussed on 
service delivery, and some mixed policy and delivery ministries. The crown entities were all predominantly 
focussed on service delivery but two also had a policy capability.  
Those surveyed included Agriculture and Forestry, Customs, Education, Health, Inland Revenue, Internal Affairs, 
Labour, and Social Development (excluding CYF and WINZ). In addition two small government departments that 
focus primarily on policy (Ministry of Economic Development and Ministry for Environment) and two small 
government departments which focus primarily on service delivery (Land Information New Zealand and Statistics 
NZ) were also selected. Three large crown entities (Housing New Zealand, Accident Compensation Corporation and 
NZ Fire Services) and two small crown entities (New Zealand Trade and Enterprise, and ECCA) were also 
randomly selected.  
Participation in the survey was actively sponsored by the leadership of the organisation – each manager received an 
email from their chief executive inviting them to participate. Two rounds of follow up emails were sent to those who 
had not completed the survey. As a result the survey received wide buy-in across the government agencies involved. 
Table A illustrates that the overall response rate to the survey was very high for an Internet-based, voluntary 
questionnaire: 77.3% of invited participants started the survey, 69.4% of invited participants completed the full 
survey. We decided to use only the information from participants who completed the whole survey since the 
increase in respondents by including partially completed surveys was not sufficient to justify using a complex 
methodology to adjust for their partial participation when the overall response rate was just under 70%. 
Table A:  Survey Response Rate 
Staff  Sent Survey Started 
Survey 
Completed 
Survey 
Number 2477 1915 1702 
Percent 100% 77.3% 69.4% 
 
To test for non-respondent bias we ran regression tests using the information about the characteristics of those who 
completed the survey. We found no significant difference in response between those who completed the survey and 
those who started and did not complete. Similarly, we used information on early and late respondents to perform 
similar cross-tabulation tests and again found no evidence of bias.  
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Analysis of the Results 
1.  The Data 
In most agencies all managers were surveyed, but because of compliance cost considerations IRD and MSD asked 
us to survey a sample of their managers rather than all. This method ensured that we received a response rate high 
enough for reliable analysis, but at the same time we reduced compliance costs sufficiently to enable public 
organisation support and buy-in. 
IRD had 5 tiers of managers at the time of the survey: 
1 CE,  
5 Tier 2,  
31 Tier 3,  
93 Tier 4, and  
156 Tier 5;  
for a total of 286. 
Numbers in Tiers 1 and 2 were too small for sampling so we surveyed all managers at those levels. For Tiers 3-5 the 
sample proportions were: 
Tier 3 – 20/31 
Tier 4 – 20/93 
Tier 5 – 30/156  
i.e. 70 managerial staff out of 286 
Similar ratios were used for the service lines surveyed in MSD. Again the CE and all Tier 2 managers were invited 
to participate in the survey. All Tier 3 managers were also invited to participate and  
Tier 4 – 25/65 
Tier 5 – 25/65  
i.e. 79 managerial staff out of 200 
For the rest of the analysis discussed in the paper, IRD and MSD data were scaled on a tier-by-tier basis to reflect 
the fact that only a subset of managers from these departments were surveyed. The reason for this was to ensure that 
IRD and MSD were not under-represented in the data. Scaling meant that a random selection of the survey 
responses for MSD and IRD managers were used more than once. For example, if 50% of IRD managers at a 
particular tier were surveyed each completed response from that tier was used twice. This increased the size of the 
total data set from 1702 to 19239. Because of the large sample size, the high response rates, and the wide dispersion 
in the survey results within all the surveyed organisations, the findings reported below would not have been 
materially altered if the unscaled data set (with an N of 1702) had been used in the econometric analysis. 
2. Method 
Although we used a range of statistical techniques to analyse the data, regression analysis was selected as the 
primary tool because it goes beyond simple cross-tabulations to enable some standard tests of hypotheses and the 
reliability of estimates. However, performing regression analysis with Likert scale data is challenging because it is 
                                                        
9 The tabular analysis of the survey results discussed in Chapter 15 of the Iron Cage Recreated used the unscaled 
data where the N was 1702. 
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not clear what relative values respondents place on their ordinal rankings. For example, it is not valid to assume that 
if Person A strongly agrees with Proposition 1, she agrees with it twice as much as Person B who only claims that 
he agrees with Proposition 1, nor is there any other relative weight we can validly ascribe to those who claim they 
strongly agree relative to those who just agree.  
Three common methods can address this problem. They are: to use a regression model designed to deal with ordinal 
data; to inform the survey respondent of relative weighting that will be used; or to collapse Likert scale data into 
binary data. Choosing between these options involves trade-offs. If survey participants are able to identify the 
relative weight they put on each of their beliefs, the second option above – to inform the survey respondent of 
relative weighting that will be used in interpreting responses – offered an easy way to ensure that participants are 
using a consistent scale in responding. As a result, we could have used a cardinal scale to perform OLS regression 
analysis without fear of misinterpreting the strength of people‟s beliefs. We chose not to do this because of concerns 
about adding additional complexity to a survey which was already very detailed and demanding. If survey 
participants cannot easily ascribe a cardinal weighting to their beliefs, then survey participants will not accurately 
report the strength of their belief, or worse still, they will be put off responding to the survey.  
Collapsing the Likert scale data into binary data provided us with a relatively simple solution to the weighting 
problem as we were no longer required to place a weighting on the strength of a response, but rather only had to 
worry about whether the response was positive or negative/not positive. Further, it is relatively straightforward to 
present and analyse binary data. This approach was taken to present the results in the Chapter 15 of The Iron Cage 
Recreated in the interests of simplicity and ease of presentation. The drawback is that collapsing data in this way 
causes a significant amount of information loss and significantly reduces the information from the Likert scale 
questions in the survey. The discussion in Chapter 15 was augmented by the results of the regression analysis and it 
is an expansion of this work that is presented in more detail in this paper. 
The ordinal regression model we selected was the Polytomous Universal Model.10 Applying a regression model 
designed to deal with ordinal data allows us to produce regression analysis without having to make questionable 
assumptions about the relative weighting of the responses. However, this form of regression is complex and more 
difficult to interpret than traditional regression models. A guide to interpreting the results from ordinal regression is 
supplied in Appendix 1 to this paper.  
Table B provides a summary of the major „headline‟ findings of the statistical analysis reported in this paper. The 
first column shows the variables analysed. The second column gives the key results of the statistical tests applied. 
The third column refers to one of the Tables in the next section to this paper to which the reader can refer to delve 
deeper into the results.  
  
                                                        
10 A comprehensive explanation of this model can be found at http://www.norusis.com/pdf/ASPC_v13.pdf). 
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Table B: Key findings from the statistical analysis 
Statistical relationship tested Key results Test 
results  
1. Use of numerical information 
(Q15) 
Managers tend to use numerical information about as much 
as they use non-numerical information 
Table C  
2. Use of organisational 
information (Q17) 
Managers tend to use organisational information more often 
than they use non-organisational information 
Table C 
3. Use of information by task 
(Q14) by use of numerical 
information (Q15) 
Managers who use information more often for specific tasks 
are much more likely to use numerical information than non-
numerical information 
Table D  
4. Use of information by task 
(Q14) by use of organisational 
information (Q17) 
There is no clear relationship between the extent of use of 
information for specific tasks and the use of organisational 
information 
Table D 
5. Use of numerical information 
(Q15) by perceived quality of 
information (Q10) 
A high use of numerical information was correlated with a 
perception of high information quality 
Table E 
6. Use of organisational 
information (Q17) by perceived 
quality of information (Q10) 
There is no clear relationship between the use of 
organisational information and the perceived quality of 
information 
Table E 
7. Use of information for internal 
purposes by use for external 
purposes (indices for Q15/Q17, 
external and internal) 
There is a strong relationship between numerical and 
organisational information used for external purposes and 
that used for internal purposes 
Table G 
8. Use of numerical information 
(Q15) by tier of manager (Q1) 
Use of numerical information tends to decrease as the 
management tier lowers  
Table H 
9. Use of organisational 
information (Q17) by tier of 
manager (Q1) 
Use of organisational information tends to decrease and then 
increase as the management tier lowers 
Table H  
10. Use of information (Q15/17) by 
location of manager (Q2) 
Managers in regional and local offices were much more likely 
to be relatively heavy users of numerical and organisational 
information compared to their counter parts in head office 
Table I  
11. Use of information (Q15/17) by 
time spent on task (Q4) 
Managers who spend more time on direct services to the 
public or directly enforcing the law or regulations are more 
likely to use numerical and organisational information than 
those who focus on policy advice or direct support for 
Ministers 
Table J  
 
3. Analysis 
Proposition 1: Numerical and organisational information is not heavily used for managing performance 
The survey responses summarised in Table C clearly demonstrated that numerical and organisational information 
were often used by managers. Question 15 asked participants how often they used numerical (rather than non-
numerical) information in performing 10 different types of tasks.  
Cronbach‟s Alpha is, in effect, a test statistic that measures the extent of the correlation. More technically, 
Cronbach's Alpha is a coefficient of reliability (or consistency) that measures how well a set of items (or variables) 
measures a single uni-dimensional latent construct. When data have a multidimensional structure, Cronbach's Alpha 
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will usually be low. A Cronbach‟s Alpha of 0.7 or higher is considered "acceptable" in most social science research 
to allow aggregation of items into a single index value.  
Questions 15 and 17 asked respondents to indicate their use of numerical and organisational information 
respectively on a scale from 1 (almost always use numerical or organisational information) to 5 (almost always use 
non-numerical or non-organisational information) for each of 10 purposes. Individual responses to the 10 sub-
questions in Questions 15 and 17 tend to correlate with each other, suggesting a single latent underlying construct. It 
is possible that uniform responses from an individual may reflect “survey fatigue” but the pattern of variance within 
responses and between respondents suggests otherwise.  
For Q15 the Cronbach‟s Alpha is 0.917 and for Q17 it is 0.909. In plain language, to a high degree individual 
respondents tended to give the same Likert scores for each of the 10 uses. Although there was some variation in the 
type of information used across tasks, the Cronbach‟s Alpha of the 10 sub-questions of Q15 was 0.91711 which 
indicates that the information was one-dimensional and therefore could be used to form an index. Accordingly we 
have used the single index values for Q15 and Q17 as variables in some of the regressions reported below (called 
„Q15 all‟ and „Q17 all‟). Table C below reports means and confidence intervals with the Cronbach‟s Alphas for Q15 
and Q17.  
Table C: Use of numerical (Q15) and organisational (Q17) 
information: mean and confidence intervals12 
  90% Confidence Interval  
 Mean  Lower Upper 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
Numerical/non-numerical 2.96 2.92 3.00 0.917 
Organisational/non-organisational 2.25 2.22 2.29 0.909 
Note on Likert scale: 1 = almost always use numerical (organisational), 3 = midpoint, 5 
= almost always use non-numerical (non-organisational) 
 
When these variables were combined to create a single „catch all‟ variable that measures the use of numerical 
information, the mean of this variable was 2.96 (where 1 meant that the managers reported almost always using 
numerical information and 5 meant that they reported almost never using numerical information) and the 90% 
confidence interval was from 2.92 to 3.00. Since 3 is the mid-point response between 1 and 5, this somewhat 
unsurprisingly suggests that managers do use a mix of numerical and non-numerical information in managing 
performance. This extent of use of numerical information is an interesting finding. 
We then used information from Q14―which asked how much the managers used information in the same 10 
tasks―to test whether those who used information more often for each task were more or less likely to use 
numerical data. The results shown in Table D provide clear evidence that those who used information often or 
always to perform a certain task were much more likely to use numerical information to perform that task.  
                                                        
11  Note that a reliability coefficient of .7 or higher is considered "acceptable" in most social science research 
situations. Nunnaly, J. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill.  
12  In these cases, a simple t-test could be used in place of a regression. 
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Table D: Relative use of numerical (Q15) and organisational 
(Q17) information by overall use of information (Q14) 
  Q15 (all) by Q14 Q17 (all) by Q14 
 Q14 Estimate Std. Error Sig. Estimate Std. Error Sig. 
Help develop strategies and plans for my organisation 
Rarely or never 1.376*** 0.186 0.000 0.403* 0.186 0.030 
Sometimes 0.566*** 0.094 0.000 0.097 0.093 0.294 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Monitor my work unit's workload and performance in relation to its objectives 
Rarely or never 1.733*** 0.175 0.000 0.171 0.175 0.328 
Sometimes 1.176*** 0.097 0.000 0.397*** 0.095 0.000 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Manage relationships with other organisations and providers 
Rarely or never 1.462*** 0.156 0.000 -0.210 0.151 0.164 
Sometimes 0.837*** 0.101 0.000 0.175 0.097* 0.072 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Ensure that my work unit is delivering the outputs that the Minister requires 
Rarely or never 2.008*** 0.217 0.000 0.390* 0.207 0.060 
Sometimes 1.057*** 0.114 0.000 0.284** 0.112 0.011 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Monitor my work unit's contribution to the outcomes that the government wants for our organisation 
Rarely or never 1.831*** 0.190 0.000 0.023 0.185 0.902 
Sometimes 0.961*** 0.101 0.000 0.402*** 0.1 0.000 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Ensure that my work unit has the staff skills and other capabilities required to meet its objectives 
Rarely or never 1.669*** 0.152 0.000 0.453*** 0.148 0.002 
Sometimes 0.671*** 0.094 0.000 0.437*** 0.094 0.000 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Monitor budget and staff time to meet demands on my work unit 
Rarely or never 1.908*** 0.159 0.000 0.254 0.164 0.121 
Sometimes 0.993*** 0.101 0.000 0.404*** 0.102 0.000 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Help decide how to improve my work unit's performance 
Rarely or never 1.865*** 0.162 0.000 0.257 0.157 0.101 
Sometimes 0.735*** 0.096 0.000 0.096 0.094 0.310 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Publicise my work unit's operations or respond to public enquiries 
Rarely or never 1.796*** 0.141 0.000 0.067 0.138 0.628 
Sometimes 0.794*** 0.121 0.000 0.340*** 0.119 0.004 
Often or always 0
a
 . . 0
a
 . . 
Report to senior management, Government or Parliament 
Rarely or never 1.513*** 0.159 0.000 0.085 0.598 0.402 
Sometimes 0.826*** 0.100 0.000 0.086 0.381 0.279 
Often or always 0
a14
   0
a
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The survey also asked participants about how much they used organisational information (Q17) in performing the 
same 10 tasks. Here again the data was one-dimensional with a Cronbach‟s Alpha of 0.909. As a result these 
variables were combined. The mean of this variable was 2.25 and the 90% confidence interval was between 2.22 
and 2.29. Therefore there is strong evidence that managers use organisational data. In fact a strong case could be 
made that managers are more inclined to use organisational information than non-organisational information as 
evidenced by the fact that the mean of their responses were much closer to 1 (nearly entirely using organisational 
data) than to 5 (almost never using numerical data). However, when we used question 14 to test whether heavy users 
of the information are more or less likely to make heavy use of organisational information the evidence was mixed. 
The analysis of the survey next examined if there was any relationship between what the managers perceived the 
quality of the information to be (Q10) (using an index value as the Cronbach‟s Alpha was significant at 0.78) and 
the amount that they used numerical (Q15) and organisational (Q17) data.   
Table E: Relative use of numerical (Q15) and organisational (Q17) 
information by perception of data quality (Q10) 
 Numerical (Q15 all) Organisational (Q17 all) 
Q10 Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance 
Strongly disagree 2.874*** 0.000 0.613 0.141 
Disagree 2.160*** 0.000 0.666*** 0.004 
Agree 1.325*** 0.000 0.433* 0.054 
Strongly agree 0
a
 . 0
a
 . 
 
Table E shows that high users of numerical and organisational information are much more likely to report they have 
access to high quality information than those who tend to use non-numerical and non-organisational information. 
Although care must be taken interpreting this result, since there are a large number of potential explanations for it, it 
gives us some reason to believe that these managers perceive numerical and organisational information is of higher 
quality than non-numerical and non-organisational data.  
These results are clearly at odds with our initial expectations that “no-one in their right mind would rely on central 
government management reporting.” 13  It seems that agencies use a significant amount of numerical and 
organisational information to measure performance and that the use of this information is associated with higher 
confidence in the quality of information available. 
Proposition 2: Managers use one set of data for internal management and another for external reporting 
There was some concern that our findings simply reflected the fact that public sector managers were using 
numerical and organisational data to meet reporting requirements but were not making much use of them to actually 
guide their decisions when managing their staff. We were able to test this hypothesis because the sub-questions in 
Q15 and 17 asked about the types of data used in specific settings. Table F shows the wording of the sub-questions 
and the way we used them to test whether different types of data were being used.  
  
                                                        
13 Dormer, R. 2010, p 15. 
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Table F: Sub-questions on the use of information 
Sub-
question 
Type of information I use numerical (Q15)/organisational (Q17) information to… 
1 Internal Help develop strategies and plans for my organisation 
2 Internal Monitor my work unit’s workload and performance in relation to its 
objectives 
3 Both internal and external Manage relationships with other organisations and providers 
4 Both internal and external Ensure that my work unit is delivering the outputs that the Minister 
requires 
5 Both internal and external Monitor my work unit’s contributions to the outcomes that the 
government wants for our organisation 
6 Internal Ensure that my work unit has the staff skills and other capabilities 
required to meet its objectives 
7 Internal Monitor budget and staff time to meet demands on my work unit 
8 Internal Help decide how to improve my work unit’s performance 
9 External Publicise my work unit’s operations or respond to public enquires 
10 External Report to senior management, Government or Parliament 
 
We tested the responses on the sub-questions for numerical and organisational information that we characterised 
above as internal or external use using Cronbach‟s Alpha and found strong evidence of underlying structure14. We 
therefore aggregated these responses into four separate indices for internal and external use of both numerical and 
organisational information. We then ran regressions with the indices of numerical and organisational information 
used for internal purposes as the dependent variable and the indices of numerical and organisational information 
used for external purposes as the independent variables. The results are shown in Table G. They suggest that the 
more managers use each type of information for internal purposes the more they use it for external purposes as well.  
Table G: Use of numerical and organisational information for 
internal relative to external purposes 
  Numerical (Q15 Internal) Organisational (Q17 Internal) 
External index 
values (Q(15/17) 
external) Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance 
2 -6.539*** 0.000 -7.841*** 0.000 
3 -5.215*** 0.000 -6.885*** 0.000 
4 -4.412*** 0.000 -5.512*** 0.000 
5 -3.935*** 0.000 -5.090*** 0.000 
6 -3.090*** 0.000 -3.877*** 0.000 
7 -2.712*** 0.000 -3.903*** 0.000 
8 -1.560*** 0.000 -2.680*** 0.000 
9 -1.874*** 0.000 -0.544 0.303 
10 0 . 0 . 
 
                                                        
14  The Cronbach‟s Alpha statistics were: Q15 internal: 0.856; Q15 external: 0.748; Q17 internal: 0.862; Q17 
external: 0.710. 
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Proposition 3: The use of numerical and organisational information depends on the manager’s level, location, 
function and organisation 
Having determined that managers make more use of numerical and organisational information than we expected a 
priori, we next turned to examine whether a manager‟s level, location, function, and organisation affected the type 
of information used. 
We first set out to determine if a manager‟s level, independent of other factors, had an impact on the type of 
information that manager used. We used managerial tier (i.e., the self-reported number of managers between the 
respondent‟s tier and the CE of the organisation) as a proxy for managerial level. We ran regressions to determine 
the effect of managerial tier on the amount of numerical and organisational information a manager used. The results 
are shown in Table H. 
Table H: Use of numerical (Q15) and organisational (Q17) 
information by managerial tier (Q1) 
 Numerical (Q15 all) Organisational (Q17 all) 
Q1 Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance 
Tier 1 0.420 0.546 0.507 0.475 
Tier 2 0.754*** 0.001 0.478** 0.049 
Tier 3 0.808*** 0 0.736*** 0.000 
Tier 4 0.867*** 0 0.435*** 0.001 
Tier 5 0
a
 . 0
a
 . 
 
Results of these regressions for Tier 1 managers (CEs) were not significant because of the very small number in the 
sample. However, Table H suggests that below Tier 1, managers‟ relative use of numerical information decreases 
the lower they are in the organisation. For organisational information the results are non-linear: managers‟ relative 
use of information first decreases and then increases the lower their level in the organisation.  
One possible explanation for the apparent tendency for some lower-level managers to rely less on numerical and 
organisational information is that the smaller organisations had fewer tiers of management than the larger ones. To 
control for this, on the assumption that the number of reports related to organisational size, we tested whether the 
number of staff reporting to a manager affected that manager‟s relative use of numerical and organisational data. 
However, the results of these regressions were not significant. This suggests that, regardless of organisational size, 
there is indeed a tendency for more first line and top tier managers to rely on formal performance information more 
heavily than middle managers.  
Finally, we controlled for a manager‟s public organisation to attempt to remove any bias that may have been caused 
by the fact that managers from large agencies were heavily over-represented at the lower tiers. Here, although the 
impact of the manager‟s public organisation was significant in many cases, the use of both numerical and 
organisational information showed signs of being relatively lowest around the middle tiers. 
It therefore appears that managerial level does have a strong impact on the relative use of numerical and 
organisational information but for organisational information this impact is not linear. 
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Next we tested whether a manager‟s location (Question 2) affected the relative use of numerical and organisational 
data. The survey asked managers to report their location and gave them the option of stating whether they were in 
head office, a regional office, a local office, or “other”. Those who reported “other” were omitted from the analysis. 
We used this information about location to run regressions about the use of numerical and organisational 
information by the location of the manager.  
Table I: Relative use of numerical (Q15) and organisational (Q17) 
information by location (Q2) 
 Numerical (Q15 all) Organisational (Q17 all) 
Q2 Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance 
Head Office 1.188*** 0.000 1.077*** 0.000 
Regional Office 0.366** 0.039 0.667*** 0.000 
Local Office 0
a
 . 0
a
 . 
 
The results in Table I show that those in regional and local offices were much more likely to be relatively heavy 
users of numerical and organisational information compared to their counterparts in head office. In addition, there 
was evidence that those in local offices were more likely to use numerical and organisational information; so in this 
case there was a linear relationship between (organisational) distance from head office and the relative use of 
numerical and organisational data. This result surprised us as, for reasons set out above, we initially expected those 
in head office to have higher utilisation rates for numerical and organisational information as they will have less 
access to direct, experiential information. Instead the results are consistent with alternative explanations, such as 
senior managers using formal reporting by local offices as a means of control. Here again there were some questions 
about the robustness of these results since a large proportion of the managers in regional offices came from a small 
number of large agencies. To control for this we again used dummy variables to remove the impacts of belonging to 
a particular public organisation. For the most part, the results proved resilient to this test and only the relationship 
between the relative use of numerical information in regional and local levels lost its statistical significance at the 90% 
level. So it became clear that the location of a manager plays a strong role in determining the relative use a manager 
makes of numerical and organisational data.  
We then tested whether a manager‟s function affected a manager‟s relative use of numerical and organisational data. 
To do this we used responses to Question 4 which asked participants how much time they spent on a range of 
activities. In this case we tested the relative use of numerical and organisational information against all of the sub-
questions of Question 4.  
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Table J: Use of numerical (Q15) and organisational (Q17) 
information by time spent on task (Q4) 
 Q15 (all) by Q4 Q17 (all) by Q4 
 Q4 (time spent) Estimate Std. Error Sig. Estimate Std. Error Sig. 
Direct services to Ministers (policy advice or Ministerial support) 
No time -1.071*** 0.239 0.000 -0.743*** 0.263 0.005 
A little -0.814*** 0.233 0.000 -0.522* 0.257 0.042 
A moderate amount -0.444* 0.253 0.079 -0.166 0.277 0.550 
A lot -0.267 0.264 0.312 -0.036 0.287 0.901 
Nearly all 0
a
 . . 0
a
   
Direct services to the public 
No time 1.508*** 0.162 0.000 0.594*** 0.171 0.001 
A little 1.363*** 0.150 0.000 0.594*** 0.154 0.000 
A moderate amount 1.028*** 0.178 0.000 0.489*** 0.183 0.008 
A lot 0.560*** 0.155 0.000 0.510*** 0.159 0.001 
Nearly all 0
a
   0
a
   
Directly enforcing the law or regulations 
No time 1.409*** 0.167 0.000 0.763*** 0.167 0.000 
A little 1.078*** 0.189 0.000 1.131*** 0.196 0.000 
A moderate amount 0.715*** 0.220 0.001 0.666*** 0.223 0.003 
A lot 0.360* 0.211 0.088 0.433** 0.214 0.043 
Nearly all 0
a
   0
a
   
Managing contracts with service providers 
No time 0.471 0.301 0.118 -0.031 0.305 0.919 
A little .696** 0.295 0.018 0.363 0.298 0.223 
A moderate amount .593* 0.305 0.052 0.123 0.307 0.689 
A lot .391 0.317 0.218 0.041 0.323 0.898 
Nearly all 0
a
   0
a
   
Managing joint projects or relationships with other organisations 
No time -0.789** 0.331 0.017 -1.513*** 0.361 0.000 
A little -0.633** 0.301 0.035 -1.142*** 0.326 0.000 
A moderate amount -0.422 0.301 0.162 -0.922*** 0.326 0.005 
A lot -0.462 0.305 0.130 -0.590* 0.329 0.073 
Nearly all 0
a
   0
a
   
Developing or reporting on organisational goals, strategies, plans and processes 
No time 0.048 0.354 0.892 -0.311 0.385 0.419 
A little 0.386 0.255 0.130 0.328 0.261 0.208 
A moderate amount 0.244 0.252 0.333 0.240 0.257 0.351 
A lot 0.024 0.258 0.926 0.351 0.264 0.183 
Nearly all 0
a
   0
a
   
Other 
No time -0.811*** 0.202 0.000 -0.011 0.215 0.960 
A little -0.911*** 0.194 0.000 -0.048 0.204 0.814 
A moderate amount -1.196*** 0.204 0.000 -0.025 0.215 0.909 
A lot -0.818*** 0.212 0.000 -0.058 0.227 0.797 
Nearly all 0
a
   0
a
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Table J shows we found that spending more time on direct services to ministers and managing joint projects 
increased the likelihood that a manager would use more non-numerical and non-organisational data. On the other 
hand, we found that the more time a manager spent on direct services to the public and direct enforcement of law or 
regulations, the more likely the manager would be to rely on numerical and organisational data. We also found that 
the amount of time a manager spends on: managing contracts with service providers; developing or reporting on 
organisational goals, strategies plans and processes; and internal services for other parts of their organisation has no 
impact on their use of numerical and organisational data. 
One interpretation of this result is that managers who focus on policy are more likely to use non-numerical and non-
organisational information while managers who are focused on service delivery are more likely to use numerical and 
organisational information. However, this conclusion is not very robust as these results are very sensitive to the type 
of tests performed and quickly disappear as further controls are added. 
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Conclusions 
The Managing for Performance Survey is the largest and most detailed survey of actual management practice in 
performance management ever undertaken in the New Zealand public sector. We were pleased with the high 
response rate and with the strength of the statistical support for the findings discussed in this report. As researchers, 
we are also pleased to be surprised by some of the findings, which were at variance with our original expectations. 
In summary, the evidence from the survey on the three propositions discussed above is that: 
 The New Zealand government managers who responded to our survey do in fact make extensive use of 
numerical and organisational information for managing performance; 
 The information that these managers use for internal management does appear to be significantly determined by 
the requirements of external reporting; 
 Numerical and organisational information is used more extensively in some tasks (such as direct services to the 
public) than others, by regional and local managers compared to those in head office and by front line and 
senior managers relative to middle managers.     
Furthermore, there is significant variation between organisations in reliance on formal, structured information, once 
other factors (such a mix of tasks) have been controlled for. 
It can be concluded from the survey that the formal model of rationally defined, objective performance measures for 
external accountability purposes shapes, to a significant extent, the performance measurement and management 
practices in state sector organisations. But the influence of the formal model is not total and there are varying 
explanations anyway as to why it should be as important as it is. We therefore conclude with some caveats about the 
survey findings.  
Firstly, the formal “rational” model is less than comprehensive in its coverage and depth. State sector managers 
appear also to rely in varying degrees on other information such internal management reporting and other sources of 
information such as anecdote, narrative, and direct observation. In addition, the case studies in the Iron Cage 
Revisited showed varying degrees of decoupling between the frameworks used to manage external accountability 
and those used to internally manage the organisation‟s activities, and between those used to manage the 
organisation‟s activities at national and local levels. While we have some idea of the factors determining relative use 
of formal, structured information, we still have to explain the remaining variance in this use.  
Indeed, even if, as occurred in some of the case studies, there is a high apparent “coupling” between external and 
internal performance information, one cannot conclude that, this is in turn because together they meet the 
requirements of managers for information for operational decision-making. Organisations and managers may use 
formal information systems simply because they have to comply with reporting requirements. They may still 
actually depend for their “real” performance management on their own local and contextual sources of information.  
We must look elsewhere for hypotheses as to why this might be the case. The book includes a number of case 
studies that together provide a more nuanced and complex understanding of the forces operating on managers 
seeking to manage performance than a survey can provide. The theoretical basis for understanding manager 
behaviour is discussed in Gill and Schmidt Chapter 2 and an analysis of the totality of these findings is then 
summarised and discussed in Rodney Dormer‟s Chapter 6 and Rob Laking‟s Chapter 16.  
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Briefly, both Dormer and Laking draw on the literature on organisations and control to argue that managers in any 
organisation are subject to a number of competing formal and informal influences on their decision-making which in 
turn condition their demand for management information. Some of the factors brought out in these studies and 
analyses include the relative importance of organisational control through rules and procedures as contained, for 
example, in operational manuals or centralised computer systems, routines such as reporting cycles or indirect 
controls such as uniforms, wall charts or team briefs; as against influences from sources other than the organisation 
such as social networks of roles and positions, including relationships with the community beyond the organisation, 
or the existence inside the organisation or its workgroups of shared understandings and informal shared bases for 
action. There is abundant evidence from the case studies that the indirect and social controls, not manifested in 
formal structural information systems, play a large part in managers‟ actual operational behaviour. These help to 
explain why formal, structured systems – although a surprisingly strong influence on our managers – are still in 
tension with other sources of information. We would therefore urge readers of this working paper to consider the 
survey findings in the context of the findings of the Managing for Performance project as a whole.  
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Appendix I: Interpreting the results of ordinal regression  
Chapter 15 of the Iron Cage Recreated presented the Likert surveys results in a binary fashion and discussed the 
findings from ordinal regression analysis using the Polytomous Universal Model without presenting the actual 
results. The actual regression results were not presented because unlike Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression 
using cardinal data, the outputs from ordinal regression are less intuitive and immediately able to be interpreted. 
This appendix sets out how to interpret ordinal regression. 
Like most regression models, the Universal Polytomous Model estimates the effect of a variable or range of 
variables (called explanatory variables) on another variable (called the target variable). As with standard regressions, 
this model produces coefficients, which tell us about the strength and the direction of effect the explanatory 
variables have on the target variable; and measures of significance, which tell us how statistically reliable these 
coefficients are (i.e. how likely that the effects measured are not just random).  
In a typical regression, we examine how much an increase in an explanatory variable increases or decreases the 
target variable but in this case with ordinal data we do not have a reliable scale with which to combine the various 
responses to our survey questions. As a result, we do not measure how much an increase in an explanatory variable 
increases or decrease the target variable, but instead we measure the amount that a certain value of the explanatory 
variables affects the likelihood of the target variable being in a certain state. One further complication is that since 
we are interested, as discussed above, in preserving as much information as possible from the Likert scale responses, 
we do not simply form an estimate based the effects that a certain value of the explanatory variable has on each of 
the possible values of the target variable independently but rather we form estimates based on the probability of a 
certain outcome and all outcomes that rank below it.  
Finally, because the explanatory variables are again typically Likert scale responses, it is inappropriate to treat them 
as a numerical scale. Instead they are treated akin to dummy variables with a different coefficient being calculated 
for all but one of them.15 The value that is not estimated becomes the reference case or intercept value and can be 
treated as having a coefficient of zero. 
The upshot of all this is that the coefficients that this model produces can interpreted as identifying whether giving 
the corresponding response to the explanatory variable makes the respondent more likely to give a response to the 
target variable that is lower (if the coefficient is negative) or higher (if the coefficient is positive) up the ordinal 
scale than those in who gave the reference case response to the explanatory variable. The significance of the 
coefficient can be interpreted as measuring whether the likelihood of those who give a certain response to the 
explanatory variable also give a different response to the target variable. This is compared with those who give the 
reference response to the explanatory variable, to assess whether this different is merely due to chance or is actually 
capturing a real difference in the reported behaviour. 
Two summary test statistics were provided for each regression analysis reported in the body of this paper the 
coefficient and the statistical significance. There are two points of note in reviewing the summary test statistics: 
                                                        
15
 It is not possible to calculate the values for all of them simultaneously as this would introduce perfect 
multicollinearity into the model. 
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1. Interpretation of a negative coefficient. In the questions relating to the use of numerical data and the use of 
organisational data (which are used as our target variables) the values ranged from 1 - for those who reported 
almost always using numerical (or organisational) data to carry out a task, to 5 - for those who reported almost 
always using non-numerical (or non-organisational) data to carry out a task. Therefore, a negative coefficient 
suggests that that those who gave that response are more likely to use numeric data than those who gave the 
reference case response.  
2. Reporting of statistical significance. We have following standard conventions - One star is attached to 
coefficients that are significant at the 10 per cent level (e.g. are likely to be the result of random noise random 
less than 10 per cent of the time). Two stars are attached to coefficients that are significant at the five per cent 
level. Three stars are attached to coefficients that are significant at the one per cent level. 
In the example Table K below, the relative use of numerical information for developing plans and strategies (Q15_1) 
is the dependent variable and it is regressed against the overall use of information for developing plans and 
strategies (Q14_1). The coefficient for „often or always‟ is not calculated for statistical reasons but it can be 
interpreted as having a value of zero. As a result, the coefficient and significance for those who respond „rarely or 
never‟ can be thought of as the difference between these managers and those who give the answer „often and 
always‟. Similarly, the coefficient and significance for those who respond „sometimes‟ can also be thought of as the 
difference between these managers and those who give the answer „often and always‟. 
Table K: Example regression result 
 Coefficient Significance 
Rarely or never  1.376*** .000 
Sometimes .566*** .000 
Often or always 0
a
  
 
The coefficient for „rarely or never‟ tells us that those who rarely or never use information to develop plans and 
strategies are more likely to use non-numerical data to do these tasks than those who report they „often or always‟ 
use data to develop plans and strategies. The size of the coefficient tells us about average size of this effect and the 
significance tells how confident we can be that this effect really occurs.16 In this case the effect is relatively large 
(the coefficient is 1.376) and very significant (a significance of .000 tell us that there is at least a 99.9% chance that 
those that answering „rarely or never‟ to Q14_1 are more likely to report a higher use of non-numerical data than 
those who answer „often or always). 
The coefficient for „sometimes‟ tells us that those who rarely or never use information to develop plans and 
strategies are also more likely to use non-numerical data to do these tasks than those who often and always use this 
information. It also tells us that there is at least a 99.9% likelihood that this relationship is significant. Because this 
coefficient is smaller than the coefficient for „rarely or never‟, this suggests that those who rarely or never use data 
for developing strategies and plans are more likely to use non-numerical data to perform these tasks. However, we 
are not given information about the significance of this relationship. 
                                                        
16  The significance is calculated using both the size of the coefficient and the variance in response. It tells us of the 
likelihood that the real effect might be equal to zero or flow in the opposite direction to the coefficient that is 
reported. 
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Appendix II: Survey Results for Managing for Organisational Performance  
This Appendix reports aggregate responses to the survey. There are three adjustments to the raw survey data: 
1. For reasons of confidentiality, we have not reported the text-based answers, to Questions 2 (sub proposition 
4), 5, 8, 14, 18-20. 
2. We used only those responses where the respondent had reached the end of the survey so that there was a 
completion code on the form returned. This gave a survey N=1702: about 2500 people were invited to 
participate in the survey, around 1900 started the survey (77%) and 1702 completed it. Tests comparing 
early and late completers and full and partial completers showed no evidence of respondent bias. 
3. As explained in this report (page 10), for the two largest departments in the survey, a sample of managers 
was selected. In this Appendix and in the analysis in the main report the results are for scaled up „census‟ 
levels for the departments concerned (adding just over 200 responses to the tables below). Scaling meant 
that a random selection of survey responses from MSD and IRD managers were used more than once. This 
gave an adjusted N=1923 and this is the N shown in the aggregate results reported below. 
Response data is provided in this Appendix in the form of histograms and tables that compare the frequency of 
responses (in absolute and percentage terms). Note the confidence intervals around the results where there are low 
levels of responses. A useful rule of thumb is when the number of respondents in a cell is 5 or below these should be 
regarded as no different from zero.  
Note: for 3 questions, the question numbers in this survey report do not correspond exactly to the question codes in 
the main body of this paper, which are taken from the survey database. The differences are:  
This report Database 
Q7 Q8 
Q12 Q13 
Q13 Q14 
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Survey Questions and Responses 
 
Q1. You and your work unit 
In this survey we used "organisation" to mean the entire government department or agency a manager 
works for. 
 
What is your managerial level in the organisation? 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Tier 1 (Chief 
Executive) and Tier 
2 (Directly report to 
the Chief 
Executive) 
90 8.7 
Tier 3 416 21.6 
Tier 4 735 38.2 
Tier 5  681 35.4 
Total 1922 99.9 
Missing  1 .1 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
 
Q2. Location  
Where do you work for your organisation? 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid National or 
corporate office 
1140 59.3 
Regional office 306 15.9 
Local office 333 17.3 
Total 1779 92.5 
Missing  144 7.5 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q2. Location: other (please describe your position) 
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
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Q3. The number of staff in the work unit 
“Work unit” here means the manager/survey participant, and all the other staff that report either directly 
to him/her or through his/her managers. 
 
How many staff in your work unit? 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 (no staff 
reporting) 
53 2.8 
2 to 10 800 41.6 
11 to 50 768 39.9 
51 to 100 146 7.6 
More than 100 147 7.6 
Total 1914 99.5 
Missing  9 .5 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q4. What we do 
"Public" here covers anybody who benefits from or is affected by the organisation's outputs. It can include clients, 
service users, offenders and other individuals or organisations.  
How much time do you and your work unit spend on the following? 
 
Q4: SP 1 Direct services to Ministers (policy advice or Ministerial support) 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 639 33.2 
A little 707 36.8 
A moderate 
amount 
256 13.3 
A lot 198 10.3 
Nearly all 97 5.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
20 1.0 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q4: SP 2 Direct services to the public 
  
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 411 21.4 
A little 441 22.9 
A moderate 
amount 
225 11.7 
A lot 352 18.3 
Nearly all 483 25.1 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
5 .3 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q4: SP 3 Directly enforcing the law or regulations 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 901 46.9 
A little 337 17.5 
A moderate 
amount 
188 9.8 
A lot 247 12.8 
Nearly all 231 12.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
13 .7 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q4: SP 4 Managing contracts with service providers 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 539 28.0 
A little 711 37.0 
A moderate 
amount 
384 20.0 
A lot 206 10.7 
Nearly all 62 3.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
15 .8 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q4: SP 5 Managing joint projects or relationships with other organisations 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 261 13.6 
A little 657 34.2 
A moderate 
amount 
543 28.2 
A lot 390 20.3 
Nearly all 58 3.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
8 .4 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q4: SP 6 Developing or reporting on organisational goals, strategies, plans and processes 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 105 5.5 
A little 627 32.6 
A moderate 
amount 
658 34.2 
A lot 443 23.0 
Nearly all 80 4.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
4 .2 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q4: SP 7 Internal services for other parts of my organisation (e.g. HR, Finance, IT) 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 377 19.6 
A little 580 30.2 
A moderate 
amount 
384 20.0 
A lot 305 15.9 
Nearly all 255 13.3 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
16 .8 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q4: SP 8 Other 
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  Frequency Percent 
Valid No time 341 17.7 
A little 544 28.3 
A moderate 
amount 
411 21.4 
A lot 168 8.7 
Nearly all 50 2.6 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
403 21.0 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q5. If there is something else you and your work unit spend a significant time on, please comment here 
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
 
 
Q6. What influences your work 
As before, “the public” means anybody who is the target of your work unit‟s operations. It can include 
clients, customers, offenders and so on. 
 
Below are some statements about things that may influence your daily work.  
We asked managers “please indicate to what extent you personally agree or disagree with each 
statement”. 
 
Q6: SP 1 My work unit is mostly guided by established rules and procedures. 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 38 2.0 
Disagree 331 17.2 
Agree 884 46.0 
Strongly agree 658 34.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
6 .3 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q6: SP 2 My work unit meets a lot of day to day demands from senior management, other agencies or 
Ministers 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 84 4.4 
Disagree 596 31.0 
Agree 793 41.2 
Strongly agree 435 22.6 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
9 .5 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q6: SP 3 In my work unit, we have a work plan and we stick to it 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 38 2.0 
Disagree 401 20.9 
Agree 1154 60.0 
Strongly agree 313 16.3 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
11 .6 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q6: SP 4 My work unit is mainly responding to the requirements of the members of the public that we deal 
with 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 343 17.8 
Disagree 594 30.9 
Agree 467 24.3 
Strongly agree 484 25.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
29 1.5 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
33 
 
Q6: SP 5 My work unit frequently has to respond to media enquiries or public comment about our operations 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 519 27.0 
Disagree 784 40.8 
Agree 423 22.0 
Strongly agree 173 9.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
18 .9 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q6: SP 6 My work unit often works with other organisations on common tasks 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 124 6.4 
Disagree 498 25.9 
Agree 829 43.1 
Strongly agree 441 22.9 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
25 1.3 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q6: SP 7 In my work unit, we rely a lot on applying our professional training or knowledge 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 9 .5 
Disagree 59 3.1 
Agree 501 26.1 
Strongly agree 1334 69.4 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
14 .7 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q6: SP 8 In my work unit, we have a lot of discretion on how we organise and prioritise our work 
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  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly 
disagree 
40 2.1 
Disagree 455 23.7 
Agree 866 45.0 
Strongly agree 542 28.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
14 .7 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q6: SP 9 My work unit has a lot of freedom in how we allocate our budget and staff 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 294 15.3 
Disagree 915 47.6 
Agree 523 27.2 
Strongly agree 149 7.7 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
36 1.9 
Total 1917 99.7 
Missing  6 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q7. Motivating Performance 
How important do you think each of the following factors are in motivating you to do a good job? 
 
Q7: SP 1 The opportunity for increased pay or promotion 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Not important at all 131 6.8 
Slightly important 624 32.4 
Important 758 39.4 
Very Important 404 21.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
3 .2 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q7: SP 2 Recognition of my work from senior management or the Minister 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Not important at all 43 2.2 
Slightly important 208 10.8 
Important 744 38.7 
Very Important 922 47.9 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
3 .2 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q7: SP 3 The feedback and support we give each other 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Not important at all 7 .4 
Slightly important 99 5.1 
Important 831 43.2 
Very Important 980 51.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
3 .2 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q7: SP 4 Appreciation of my work by the public 
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  Frequency Percent 
Valid Not important at all 268 13.9 
Slightly important 539 28.0 
Important 666 34.6 
Very Important 415 21.6 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
32 1.7 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q7: SP 5 Recognition by other organisations of the quality of my work 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Not important at all 123 6.4 
Slightly important 518 26.9 
Important 775 40.3 
Very Important 486 25.3 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
18 .9 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q7: SP 6 The opportunity to do a job of value for the community 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Not important at all 41 2.1 
Slightly important 229 11.9 
Important 632 32.9 
Very Important 989 51.4 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
29 1.5 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q7: SP 7 The need to comply with the organisation's requirements 
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  Frequency Percent 
Valid Not important at all 175 9.1 
Slightly important 511 26.6 
Important 796 41.4 
Very Important 428 22.3 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
10 .5 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q8. Please describe any other factors you think are important in motivating you to do a good job  
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
 
 
Q9. How the organisation defines and values performance 
In this survey, we used “performance” to mean how well the manager‟s work unit, or the organisation as 
a whole, goes about its work and what results it achieves. We are not talking about performance of 
individual staff members.  
 
Below are some statements about how an organisation defines and values performance.  
We asked managers “please indicate to what extent you personally agree or disagree with each 
statement”. 
 
Q9: SP 1 In my work unit, we have a clear idea from senior management about our organisation's objectives 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 45 2.3 
Disagree 231 12.0 
Agree 884 46.0 
Strongly agree 750 39.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
8 .4 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q9: SP 2 In my work unit, we know what is expected of us 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 19 1.0 
Disagree 102 5.3 
Agree 893 46.4 
Strongly agree 903 47.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
1 .1 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q9: SP 3 My work unit is mostly judged against specific performance targets 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 67 3.5 
Disagree 493 25.6 
Agree 782 40.7 
Strongly agree 562 29.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
14 .7 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q9: SP 4 My work unit puts a lot of effort into supplying data for my organisation’s information systems 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 135 7.0 
Disagree 517 26.9 
Agree 746 38.8 
Strongly agree 477 24.8 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
43 2.2 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q10. Quality of the information your work unit receives  
Below are some statements about the quality of information a work unit receives.  
We asked managers “please indicate to what extent you personally agree or disagree with each 
statement”. 
 
Q10: SP 1 My work unit gets good information about the quality and timeliness of our services 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 67 3.5 
Disagree 590 30.7 
Agree 1037 53.9 
Strongly agree 181 9.4 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
43 2.2 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q10: SP 2 My work unit gets good information about the contribution we are making to the outcomes the 
government wants from your organisation 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 121 6.3 
Disagree 790 41.1 
Agree 811 42.2 
Strongly agree 145 7.5 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
51 2.7 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q10: SP 3 My work unit gets good information about the effects we are having on the public 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 164 8.5 
Disagree 790 41.1 
Agree 722 37.5 
Strongly agree 146 7.6 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
96 5.0 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q10: SP 4 Information on the performance of my work unit gives a good picture of how well we are doing 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 60 3.1 
Disagree 566 29.4 
Agree 974 50.7 
Strongly agree 260 13.5 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
58 3.0 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q10: SP 5 The reports my work unit gets help us understand how to improve our performance 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 125 6.5 
Disagree 704 36.6 
Agree 798 41.5 
Strongly agree 209 10.9 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
82 4.3 
Total 1918 99.7 
Missing  5 .3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
 
Q11. Dimensions of Performance 
Below are some statements about the dimensions that can affect performance. Here managers indicated 
the extent they personally agreed or disagreed with each statement. 
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I believe that the senior management want my work unit to… 
 
Q11: SP 1 Be careful to buy what we need at the lowest cost 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 33 1.7 
Disagree 264 13.7 
Agree 970 50.4 
Strongly agree 533 27.7 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
120 6.2 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q11: SP 2 Deliver the most we can with the staff and other resources at our disposal 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 7 .4 
Disagree 22 1.1 
Agree 613 31.9 
Strongly agree 1274 66.3 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
4 .2 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q11: SP 3 Focus clearly on contributing to the outcomes that the government wants from our organisation 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 12 .6 
Disagree 86 4.5 
Agree 692 36.0 
Strongly agree 1103 57.4 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
27 1.4 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q11: SP 4 Deliver our organisation’s services fairly or to those most in need 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 36 1.9 
Disagree 186 9.7 
Agree 846 44.0 
Strongly agree 728 37.9 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
124 6.4 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q11: SP 5 Have the staff and other resources to do a good job in the future 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 61 3.2 
Disagree 295 15.3 
Agree 955 49.7 
Strongly agree 574 29.8 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
35 1.8 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q11: SP 6 Maintain and enhance the public’s trust in our organisation and its operations 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 13 .7 
Disagree 35 1.8 
Agree 698 36.3 
Strongly agree 1149 59.8 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
25 1.3 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q12. The external climate for our organisation 
 
Below are some statements about the external climate for an organisation. 
We asked managers “please indicate to what extent you personally agree or disagree with each 
statement”. 
 
Q12: SP 1 My organisation enjoys a high degree of public confidence in its work 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 53 2.8 
Disagree 480 25.0 
Agree 939 48.8 
Strongly agree 369 19.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
69 3.6 
Total 1910 99.3 
Missing  13 .7 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q12: SP 2 My organisation frequently has to respond to concerns raised by the public (such as service users) 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 72 3.7 
Disagree 425 22.1 
Agree 819 42.6 
Strongly agree 536 27.9 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
58 3.0 
Total 1910 99.3 
Missing  13 .7 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q12: SP 3 My organisation is frequently called upon to justify its actions to Ministers or to Parliament 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 157 8.2 
Disagree 583 30.3 
Agree 658 34.2 
Strongly agree 365 19.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
147 7.6 
Total 1910 99.3 
Missing  13 .7 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q13. Uses of information 
Information on how work units are performing may come from many sources. Sources include regular 
reports or feedback from the Minister's office, management or the public. The statements in the following 
questions describe some of the purposes for which managers may use this information. They may not all 
apply to every work unit. If they did not apply, we asked managers to select the "Not Applicable" option. 
In the following questions, we asked managers to “think about how often your work unit uses information 
for each purpose”. 
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My work unit uses information about performance to…  
 
Q13: SP 1 Help develop strategies and plans for my organisation 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 130 6.8 
Sometimes 693 36.0 
Often or always 926 48.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
56 2.9 
Not applicable 115 6.0 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q13: SP 2 Monitor my work unit's workload and performance in relation to its objectives 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 132 6.9 
Sometimes 589 30.6 
Often or always 1109 57.7 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
27 1.4 
Not applicable 63 3.3 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q13: SP 3 Manage relationships with other organisations and providers 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 233 12.1 
Sometimes 689 35.8 
Often or always 773 40.2 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
75 3.9 
Not applicable 150 7.8 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q13: SP 4 Ensure that my work unit is delivering the outputs that the Minister requires 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 98 5.1 
Sometimes 386 20.1 
Often or always 1190 61.9 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
73 3.8 
Not applicable 173 9.0 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q13: SP 5 Monitor my work unit's contribution to the outcomes that the government wants for our 
organisation 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 127 6.6 
Sometimes 535 27.8 
Often or always 1044 54.3 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
94 4.9 
Not applicable 120 6.2 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q13: SP 6 Ensure that my work unit has the staff skills and other capabilities required to meet its objectives 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 197 10.2 
Sometimes 649 33.7 
Often or always 974 50.7 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
55 2.9 
Not applicable 45 2.3 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q13: SP 7 Monitor budget and staff time to meet demands on my work unit 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 167 8.7 
Sometimes 519 27.0 
Often or always 1108 57.6 
Don‟t know or no 
opinion 
58 3.0 
Not applicable 68 3.5 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q13: SP 8 Help decide how to improve my work unit's performance 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 168 8.7 
Sometimes 579 30.1 
Often or always 1057 55.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
62 3.2 
Not applicable 54 2.8 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q13: SP 9 Publicise my work unit's operations or respond to public enquiries 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 472 24.5 
Sometimes 670 34.8 
Often or always 384 20.0 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
85 4.4 
Not applicable 309 16.1 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q13: SP 10 Report to senior management, Government or Parliament 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid Rarely 185 9.6 
Sometimes 613 31.9 
Often or always 880 45.8 
Don’t know or no 
opinion 
101 5.3 
Not applicable 141 7.3 
Total 1920 99.8 
Missing  3 .2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q14. Please describe any other uses of performance information that you think are important 
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
 
 
Q15. Types of Information 
This question asked managers how much they rely on numerical information on their work unit's 
performance, as opposed to other non-numerical sources. “Numerical” or quantitative information counts 
things and generally comes in tabular reports or queries. “Non-numerical” information is usually got from 
reading, talking with other people or personal observation. As before, if the category of use did not apply 
to the work unit, we asked managers to tick "Not Applicable".  
 
On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means ‘nearly entirely’ and 5 means ‘almost never’, how much do you rely on 
numerical information relative to other information in each of these categories? 
 
Q15: SP 1 Help develop strategies and plans for my organisation 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 192 10.0 
2 473 24.6 
3 511 26.6 
4 328 17.1 
5 - Almost never 216 11.2 
Total 1720 89.4 
Missing  203 10.6 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q15: SP 2 Monitor my work unit's workload and performance in relation to its objectives 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 346 18.0 
2 524 27.2 
3 467 24.3 
4 286 14.9 
5 - Almost never 191 9.9 
Total 1814 94.3 
Missing  109 5.7 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q15: SP 3 Manage relationships with other organisations and providers 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 84 4.4 
2 220 11.4 
3 420 21.8 
4 460 23.9 
5 - Almost never 435 22.6 
Total 1619 84.2 
Missing  304 15.8 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q15: SP 4 Ensure that my work unit is delivering the outputs that the Minister requires 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 314 16.3 
2 457 23.8 
3 428 22.3 
4 235 12.2 
5 - Almost never 200 10.4 
Total 1634 85.0 
Missing  289 15.0 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q15: SP 5 Monitor my work unit's contribution to the outcomes that the government wants for our 
organisation 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 267 13.9 
2 448 23.3 
3 439 22.8 
4 268 13.9 
5 - Almost never 264 13.7 
Total 1686 87.7 
Missing  237 12.3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q15: SP 6 Ensure that my work unit has the staff skills and other capabilities required to meet its objectives 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 177 9.2 
2 382 19.9 
3 470 24.4 
4 417 21.7 
5 - Almost never 322 16.7 
Total 1768 91.9 
Missing  155 8.1 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q15: SP 7 Monitor budget and staff time to meet demands on my work unit 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 421 21.9 
2 656 34.1 
3 449 23.3 
4 172 8.9 
5 - Almost never 105 5.5 
Total 1803 93.8 
Missing  120 6.2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q15: SP 8 Help decide how to improve my work unit's performance 
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  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 177 9.2 
2 457 23.8 
3 575 29.9 
4 332 17.3 
5 - Almost never 246 12.8 
Total 1787 92.9 
Missing  136 7.1 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q15: SP 9 Publicise my work unit's operations or respond to public enquiries 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 109 5.7 
2 263 13.7 
3 425 22.1 
4 329 17.1 
5 - Almost never 369 19.2 
Total 1495 77.7 
Missing  428 22.3 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q15: SP 10 Report to senior management, Government or Parliament 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Nearly entirely 244 12.7 
2 478 24.9 
3 537 27.9 
4 251 13.1 
5 - Almost never 174 9.0 
Total 1684 87.6 
Missing  239 12.4 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q16. Do you have any further comment on your use of numerical as opposed to other forms of information? 
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
 
 
Q17. Sources of Information 
This question asked managers how much they rely for feedback on their work unit's performance, on 
information that is compiled and distributed by their organisation as a whole; as opposed to getting 
information from other sources, such as when their or others in their work unit talked to people, read 
documents or even collected their own statistics. Again, if the category did not apply to their work unit, 
we asked managers to tick "Not Applicable". 
 
On a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means ‘mostly from the organisation’ and 5 means ‘mostly from other 
sources’, how much do you rely on information from your organisation relative to other sources in each of 
these categories? 
 
Q17: SP 1 Help develop strategies and plans for my organisation 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 424 22.0 
2 615 32.0 
3 501 26.1 
4 170 8.8 
5 - Mostly other 75 3.9 
Total 1785 92.8 
Missing  138 7.2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q17: SP 2 Monitor my work unit's workload and performance in relation to its objectives 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 693 36.0 
2 644 33.5 
3 311 16.2 
4 121 6.3 
5 - Mostly other 66 3.4 
Total 1835 95.4 
Missing  88 4.6 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
 
 
Q17: SP 3 Manage relationships with other organisations and providers 
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  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 166 8.6 
2 391 20.3 
3 578 30.1 
4 375 19.5 
5 - Mostly other 156 8.1 
Total 1666 86.6 
Missing  257 13.4 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q17: SP 4 Ensure that my work unit is delivering the outputs that the Minister requires 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 532 27.7 
2 573 29.8 
3 386 20.1 
4 133 6.9 
5 - Mostly other 49 2.5 
Total 1673 87.0 
Missing  250 13.0 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q17: SP 5 Monitor my work unit's contribution to the outcomes that the government wants for our 
organisation 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 499 25.9 
2 630 32.8 
3 387 20.1 
4 147 7.6 
5 - Mostly other 54 2.8 
Total 1717 89.3 
Missing  206 10.7 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q17: SP 6 Ensure that my work unit has the staff skills and other capabilities required to meet its objectives 
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  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 552 28.7 
2 654 34.0 
3 397 20.6 
4 129 6.7 
5 - Mostly other 80 4.2 
Total 1812 94.2 
Missing  111 5.8 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q17: SP 7 Monitor budget and staff time to meet demands on my work unit 
 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 897 46.6 
2 583 30.3 
3 234 12.2 
4 58 3.0 
5 - Mostly other 34 1.8 
Total 1806 93.9 
Missing  117 6.1 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q17: SP 8 Help decide how to improve my work unit's performance 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 444 23.1 
2 631 32.8 
3 511 26.6 
4 172 8.9 
5 - Mostly other 76 4.0 
Total 1834 95.4 
Missing  89 4.6 
Total 1923 100.0 
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Q17: SP 9 Publicise my work unit's operations or respond to public enquiries 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 319 16.6 
2 439 22.8 
3 413 21.5 
4 178 9.3 
5 - Mostly other 71 3.7 
Total 1420 73.8 
Missing  503 26.2 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
Q17: SP 10 Report to senior management, Government or Parliament 
 
 
 
 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 - Mostly org. 528 27.5 
2 656 34.1 
3 339 17.6 
4 106 5.5 
5 - Mostly other 61 3.2 
Total 1690 87.9 
Missing  233 12.1 
Total 1923 100.0 
 
 
Q18. Do you have anything more to say on how you use organisational information relative to 
information from your own sources?  
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
 
 
Q19. That completes the survey. If there is anything else you would like to add, please do so here 
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
 
 
Q20. + Q21. These questions provided an opportunity for participants to subscribe to an email list to “receive 
the occasional email about the survey and the project‟s findings”, an opportunity to provide any “comments or 
feedback on the survey”, and thanked participants for their “interest in the results of the survey”, “time and 
comments”.   
Responses not provided to protect confidentiality. 
 
